Peter Walls's book is a sober, well-considered and beautifully written contribution to a debate that over the last decade has become excessively tortured. It attempts to make a simple case for something that has become so laden with problems and burdened with guilt that few dare say they believe in it anymore: the worth of thorough and detailed historical study as an agent and catalyst in the process of producing imaginative musical performances. (Everyone would, of course, now deny that they ever held the extreme positions attributed to them; what Richard Taruskin and others vigorously rejected was the claim of privilege made by those who undertook this process over those who didn't.)
Walls is a violinist, and the most rewarding parts of this book demonstrate anew what riches and insights can be gained from exploring the treatises and information that are available to the player. He is fascinating on Corelli, Laurenti, Cosimi, Veracini and Geminiani, and there is much stimulating discussion of partbooks and continuo forces. In later repertory there is a riveting illustration of Dessauer's 1903 edition of the Mendelssohn Violin Concerto (with its precise instructions about vibrato and rubato), and Walls touches on portamento in recordings of Mahler's Fourth Symphony, with some interesting extracts from interviews between William Malloch and New York Philharmonic players (which I have not seen in print before, though they have been available on disc). Although this preliminary discussion is likely to be supplemented by Robert Philip's important new book Performing music in the age of recording, it is the beginning of what promises to be a major debate about the impact of broadcasting and recording on the performance styles of our time.
All this is written with a light touch and a clarity that speaks to the non-specialist. Walls is also a conductor, and one of the most diverting sections of the book is an account of the première in New Zealand of a contemporary opera, which certainly puts the whole idea of the composer's firm intentions in a new light. This, and the ensuing account of the trials that Bizet's Carmen underwent in production, are good common sense and very realistic. Why doesn't this pragmatic approach also apply to his more strait-laced attempts to suggest that 'performers who wish to claim (or even to imply) fidelity to the composer's intentions surely have some responsibility to take account of the original instrumental specifications' (p.144)? It's odd he doesn't see the conflict here. In objecting to John Butt's justification (in a programme note-we have to watch what we write in the most throwaway forms these days) for Andras Schiff's playing Bach concertos on the piano, Walls doesn't engage with whether the performance could actually work or not, only whether a scholar was misleading the public as to what Bach intended. This is over-restrictive in a post-modern age of performance where all sorts of not-precisely-correct approaches can offer their own revelations. Contrasting his experience of a Shakespeare production at the Globe (historical, good) and one by Cheek by Jowl (modern, bad), Walls doesn't acknowledge that with different performances it could so easily have been the other way round. Yet an obvious measure of the greatness of both Shakespeare's words and Bach's music is their ability to sustain an astonishingly wide freedom of interpretation while remaining firmly connected to their creators. So naturally I bristle when Walls writes in a footnote that 'performing such works [as the B minor Mass] in venues as large as the Albert Hall involves at least a tacit acknowledgement that no serious attempt is bring made to reenter Bach's sound world' (p.51). It is naïve to make this an all-or-nothing issue: any sensitive performer, as Walls is, must struggle with issues of positively beneficial compromise in the search for communication, so the music can speak to modern audiences in today's venues.
The slight earnestness of Walls's approach comes, I guess, from his desire to reconcile a polarized world. He is dismissive of the 'playground stone-throwing' of some innocent remarks by Roger Norrington (p.8), and describes John Eliot Gardiner's rhetoric as 'perversely misleading' (p.6). Elsewhere Gardiner is said to show 'what could fairly be described as paranoid hysteria' about the 'Bach chorus' arguments of Rifkin and Parrott (p.47). 'Shallow metaphors have taken the place of reasoned arguments': true, but there was a great deal of childishness Book reviews on both sides. It is admirable that Walls stresses the variety and breadth of interpretations that the periodinstrument movement now produces; he is rightly irritated at attempts to brand any Beethoven symphony recording as 'normative' (though on p.158 Taruskin is brought in evidence against Norrington's recording of Beethoven's Seventh, when the recording of that symphony had not yet appeared, and Taruskin was actually reviewing Beethoven's Second and Eighth Symphonies). The consequences of these new freedoms for the way we absorb, internalize and re-create historical information are a fruitful subject for the next decade of research.
What has surely happened over the last fascinating decade is that the insights of the historical approach have gradually infiltrated mainstream performance, mainly through the agency of those who have worked within the period-instrument movement, but more remarkably absorbed by those who never have. (In that process, both the rapidly evolving styles exchanged via recordings and broadcasts, and the way that seismic alterations in public taste have been reflected, remain to be studied.) What started as a violent opposition to current tradition, engendering contempt on both sides, has ended up subtly changing and revitalizing for the better the tradition we had all along. Not a bad outcome, surely! And for readers of this journal, it is surely worth also noting that this book shows, from its first mild objection to an editorial adverb on p.1 through to the extensive footnotes, the huge influence of Early music over 30 years in chronicling, discussing and evaluating the process. Walls's book provides a calm and considered account of recent controversies, and is hopefully a harbinger of an integrated mainstream, where historical information can finally be accepted as indispensable-not the only route, but one of many routes towards an inspiring performance.
Sam Barrett

Early chant
Western plainchant in the first millennium: studies in the medieval liturgy and its music, ed. Sean Gallagher, James Haar, John Nádas and Timothy Striplin (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003), £59.95
The first millennium has long been a blind spot for devotees of early music, if only because it is hard to sustain enthusiasm for music intimately tied to a liturgy and set of beliefs that seem to most not only foreign, but peculiarly resistant to translation. Attempts to establish points of reference also soon run into difficulty since so much of the music history of this era can only be inferred on the basis of at best partial evidence. The writings of James McKinnon, culminating in his The Advent Project (2000)-a bold new account of the creation of the Roman Mass Proper, published in the year after his death-is exceptional in providing a lucid guide to the development of liturgy and music in the first millennium. This latest volume, the bulk of which is the outcome of a symposium held in McKinnon's honour in January 1999, is intended to acknowledge and continue his work.
Where The Advent Project offered an overview conceived and by necessity executed largely in isolation, this volume consists of essays by 18 leading chant scholars devoted to separate strands of music of the Latin West before c.AD 1000. Despite the diversity of subject matter and approach, there is a broad thematic unity to the
